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Paying college athletes

For years the college athletes have played in various sports from football to baseball and have been provided with benefits such as scholarships and stipends, but that is the only benefit the college athletes derive from playing these games. The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) has continued to deny these athletes salary or wages of the games they play. The athletes who pay college games are not paid, yet they are held to accountability by the contracts that they sign. The athletes are treated just like professional players as they sign contracts and can be terminated due to poor performance yet the irony is that they are not paid for risking their lives and continuously performing for their teams. The controversy of whether or not to pay college athletes has defined the existence of the NCAA. This paper analyses the ethical arguments for and against paying college athletes,

Ethical arguments for paying college athletes

The contrast between what the NCAA and the universities make of the athlete athletes and what the athletes gain identifies why this unethical from all perspectives. According to Anderson (2015) the college athletes earn roughly about $150,000 in the four years of their education yet the collective college sports industry earns more than $11 billion annually. The universities as well generate a lot of revenue from the athlete athletes. For instance, Anderson (2015) noted that the University of Alabama alone reported about $143.3 million in 2014 alone yet the athletes who generate this revenue get nothing. As much as colleges defend their position by stating that the money is used to improve the school, there has been no evidence to support that the money earned is directed back to the classroom. 
The number of college athletes in each university is limited and even paying weekly wages would not dent the income generated by the universities of the NCAA.  The universities also provide stipends, and this has been used to rebuff the argument of why athletes should not be paid yet the realities of these stipends identifies the extent of exploration. The stipends average about $2,000 to $5,000 a year which is preposterous (Anderson, 2015). How can one survive for a whole year with $2,000 yet they have to eat and dress. For a university that makes millions of dollars each year and gives athletes such a meager amount identifies the extent of exploitation by the universities and the NCAA.

The college athletes should be paid since their performance is what drives the games and creates money for the university and the NCAA. The poor performance of these athletes would see a low turnout of supporters which translates to reduce ticket sales and reduced revenue generation. Anderson (2015) argued that the athlete's performance is what draws crowds to the stadiums and with more crowds comes greater revenue for the NCAA and the universities. To the NCAA the college athletes are “golden geese, ” and they have vowed to exploit the athletes at their benefit. The athletes are treated as employees, but they do not share in the returns that they generate. It is unethical for the athlete-athletes to dedicate their time and effort for their teams and not get paid (Anderson, 2015). It can be termed as "slavery" in which the college athletes are handled by a master who derives massive profit from their work and provides meager benefits such as scholarships for the work done

The NCAA should pay the athletes since they also do not permit the athletes to make money from their skills once they are under contract. According to Beamon (2008) the NCAA bylaw 12.5.2.1 forbids the players from using their picture or their name to advertise, promote or recommend the use or the sale of commercial services or products directly. The NCAA in short locks out the college athletes from ever benefiting from their skills (Zimbalist, 2001). The athletes are entitled to pay and if this is not possible forbidding the athletes from making money from endorsements is an authoritarian move that seeks to ensure the college athletes languish in poverty. Even in a capitalists society, it is unfair not to pay an individual for the work done, and that is why it is important for the athletes playing colleges sports to receive payment for their effort. It is long overdue, and there is need to change these draconian rules that have been set by the NCAA.

The irony and double standards in college sports are evident. Branch (2011) noted that not only do the athletes earn millions of dollars for their universities and the NCAA they also increase enrollment to such universities as well as providing a free marketing platform for the recruitment of future generations. The other reason that the athletes need to be paid is that the fame of the sports teams which is all due to the effort placed by the college athletes attracts talented teachers and other professionals to the universities (Miller, 2011). The efforts made by the college athletes result in both tangible and intangible benefits for the universities, yet they are nit accorded the recognition they deserve. The NCAA executives have been known to earn millions, for instance, Mark Emmet, the NCAA president, received over $1.8 million in earnings for 2013 while the total pay for the top executives totaled nearly $6 million yet the same organization prevents the athletes in college from making a mere $50 for signing autographs (Anderson, 2015). The extortion and exploitation of the college athletes are evidenced by such contrasts in pay. 

The NCAA and the universities capitalize on the success of the players for their monetary gain and yet do not pay the athletes who contribute to their continued financial stability. The universities and the NCAA monetize the attire of the athletes as well as other merchandise. The universities, for instance, sell t-shirts and jerseys with popular numbers which in retrospective is selling the image of the athlete whose number is one that jersey (Anderson, 2015). The universities and the NCAA have thus continued to exploit and achieve monetary profits without giving something back to the players who hug lights why the athletes must and should be paid.

An additional reason that the college athlete needs to be paid is that they are treated as professionals as they sign contracts while in college. Just like the paid professionals, the college athletes have to sign contracts, and unlike the professionals, the contract can be terminated when the athletes are unable to meet the set expectations which means they also lose their scholarships (Anderson, 2015). The college athletes, therefore, risk their bodies and their education when thy sign these contracts and are not provided any benefits apart from the scholarship they receive.

The universities and the NCAA have defended their stance of not paying athletes as it would reduce the competitive balance of the college sports yet this is further from the truth. Paying college athletes will not only level the playing field in college sports but will increase morale among the players which will consequently result in increased performance (Anderson, 2015). Salaries would be identified as incentives to perform better. Satisfaction and morale of the athletes would increase the rate of payments increase. Motivation theory identifies that if needs are met there is increased morale which results in enhanced productivity and performance (Branch, 2011). Research based evidence has identified the link between rewards or benefits and performance this identifying that paying the athletes would result in enhanced performance which would bring in more fans and thus generate greater revenue. There is already increased conflicts and disputes among the college athletes and paying for the services they provide would be critical to boosting performance and addressing these rising issues. The greater the compensation, the greater the performance evidenced in the professional league thus identifying that similar results are likely to results in enhanced performance (Anderson, 2015). The payments would enhance the competitive nature of the college games.

Paying the college athletes would be critical to supporting athletes who are unable to make it to the professional levels. According to Branch (2011) only one of ten players in basketball makes it to the professional league, and this identifies that majority of the athletes leave college with no money after dedicating years to the sport and winning awards and gaining revenue for their colleges.  Paying athletes would be critical to serving the thousands of athletes who are unable to make it to the professional league as well as support their families.

Ethical arguments against paying college athletes

Paying college athletes is a grave ethical error. This is because it demeans the whole brand of amateur sport. At the college level education is the primary objective while sports are supplementary. The focus of college sports is to provide the athletes from poor backgrounds with an opportunity to learn while developing their skills in respective teams (Osborne, 2014). The athletes practice in exchange for education whether it is partially or that it is fully paid. Paying athletes would shift focus from learning to making money, and this would undermine the entire sporting environment. Paying athletes will result in school focusing on attracting athletes rather than athletes. 

The competitiveness of the sports will be limited since colleges with more capital will be able to take advantage of the situation to attract all the talent which means that the college sports will be dominated by money and monopolies which limit compensation. The lack of competition would result in reduced support from the supporters which would result in reduced revenue (Osborne, 2014).

It is unethical to pay college athletes, yet they are already receiving stipends and scholarships. The college athletes get scholarships for the four years of college and received stipends of up to $5,000 (Osborne, 2014). The universities have to purchase the equipment’s, appraisals and the complementary tickets for the players. The high profile players indirectly contribute money to their schools, but they receive a college education that is worth between $75,000 and $200,000 which is a hefty sum of money (Hurst & Pressly, 2000: Osborne, 2014).  The recognition that the college sporting events provide is critical to the success of these athletes. The college sporting arena provides the necessary platform for the athletes to shine and enter the professional sporting environment after they have finished their education.

It is not only unethical to pay athletes who are already receiving benefits, but it is not financially feasible. The universities invest the money generated by the players to enhance the school and to promote games that are still not generating revenue for the schools. Only basketball and football are lucrative while games such as women volleyball do not generate any income for most universities, yet they must also be financed (Osborne, 2014). Thus the revenue generated by football players cannot be used to pay just football players as the entire sports department needs some form of funding.

Paying college would result in all athletes demanding handouts from their universities yet not all learning institutions have the ability to support such initiatives. Only the top 22 universities in the league such as Ohio, Florida or Alabama University but some departments are barely making any profit (Osborne, 2014). The schools would have to ask for more money from the general fund to balance their budget which would continuously bankrupt such institutions. 

The college sports environment is already facing increased ethical concerns and paying college athletes would result in unethical behavior such as corruption.  Cases of corruption have already been identified and openly paying athletes would increase the rate of corruption in the collegiate sports (Osborne, 2014). College athletes will easily be bought out by individuals and corporation to further their self-interests, and this would result in another ethical dilemma facing the sports industry (Osborne, 2014). The provision of payments to the athletes would thus act as a door that provides entrance of corruption negatively affecting the industry altogether.

Factors contributing to the situation
The debate on whether on not to pay the college athletes arose from the implementing of the rules under the NCAA. The core beliefs of the NCAA on the aspects that determine whether the athlete-athletes should be paid is what defined the term amateurism. The definition of the term amateurism is what defined the status of whether college athletes should be paid. College sports fall under amateurism, and the distinguishing characteristic between amateur sports and professional sports was the pay recede by these athletes. Miller (2011) noted that the definition of amateurism since the inception of the NCAA in 1906 clearly defined the stance of the institution on payment for college athletes.  
The effort to protect the term amateurism in sports led to the development of the current rules and regulations that prohibit payments from being made to the college athletes (Miller, 2011). When the NCAA was formed there was the great need to different between amateur and professional sporting, and thus the NCAA forbid any form or payments to the college athletes. In 1916 an amateur, the collegiate athlete was defined as an individual who played the games purely for entertainment purposes as well as developing moral, social and physical skills which aimed to provide a clear line between the professional sports and college sports (Miller, 2011). College sports was viewed as an extension of the many branches of the curriculum and educational programs. During the NCAA early development, it forbid any scholarship for athletic performance.

Over time the restrictions changed to allow scholarships as benefits of athletic performance while preventing the athletics from receiving money towards their boarding or rooms with athletes having to meet financial needs and meeting standard admission requirements (Miller, 2011). The development of the term athlete-athlete identified that the athletes were athletes first and athletes second thus not warranting any payment which took place in 1951. By 2011 the NCAA had allowed for the Division 1 institution to provide annual stipends of $2000 to athlete athletes (Miller, 2011). The stipend cap was raised to $5000 in 2014, but the NCAA rules still forbid the athletes from being compensated for their academic performance.

Rules governing the situation
The rules that govern the payment of college athletes are defined by the NCAA bylaws and more specifically the 12th bylaw which identifies the provision of non-maleficence and the rules governing payment to the college athletes. For instance, the NCAA Bylaw 12.5.1 identifies that any commercial items that have likeness, pictures or names of athletes are to be sold at the institution where the athletes are enrolled while Bylaw 12.5.2.1 identifies that an athlete is not to accept any remuneration or use his likeness, picture or name to advertise commercial products (Lazaroff, 2007).  The bylaws also identify that the college athlete is not to receive any remuneration or benefit rather than those provided by the NCAA such as scholarships amend stipends. Any other form of payment provided to the college athlete is termed as violation of the NCA rules. The bylaws forbid the use of athletic skills for pay, acceptance of a promise of pay, receipt of gratuity or scary, receipt of split surplus as well as a contract to play in the professional environment (Lazaroff, 2007). The bylaws also identified that receipt of cash award for participation or the receipt of educational expenses paid for by an outside team or organization is also forbidden. The bylaws provide a strict code of conduct for all the college athletes and the universities to follow with any form of payment that is not permissible under the bylaws calling for fines and other punitive measures. The bylaws have been designed to prevent the college athlete from benefiting at any level and in any form from the college sports which identifies the extent to which the NCAA seeks to exploit and prevent athletes from benefiting.

Ethical values governing the situation

The college athletes are not paid, and the ethical values that should govern this situation are many for instance the value of fairness. It identifies that it is unfair for the universities and the NCAA to benefit from the sale of merchandise as well as profit gained from sporting events and fail to provide some of those benefits to the athletes who have worked hard to generate that revenue for them (Lazaroff, 2007). Fairness identifies the just treatment of people and paying the athletes is an act of being fair to the individuals who have continued to dedicate their time, energy and bodies to a game that earns billions for other parties with them earning nothing from it.

Another ethical value that should govern this situation is responsibility. The NCAA is responsible for all college athletes, and this aims to ensure that their rights and needs have been respected (Lazaroff, 2007). The NCAA as a responsible party must, therefore, work to ensures that those under their care are well catered for, and this is achieved through the implementing of laws to support the payment of the athletes. 

Compassion is the act of experience mercy and seeking to help those who are weak or need help. Most of the athletes come from poor backgrounds with most being African American especially in games such as basketball and football. Although universities provide scholarships and accommodation other needs such as food may not be addressed (Schneider, 2001). There is need to have compassion for such athletes with some being depended on at home paying them would ensure that they can help themselves and others at home. Concern for others is another ethical value that can be used to guide this situation. The NCAA and the universities need to be concern about the welfare of the athletes once they have left college and providing payment to these athletes would work to address their needs as they seek alternatives jobs. The NCAA and the universities should stop being concerned about their welfare and start focusing on the welfare of the welfare of the athletes for once (Mondello, Piquero, Piquero, Gertz & Bratton, 2013). Concern for others is likely to increase the support of payments to the college athletes.

Honesty which identifies the act of being truthful is another ethical value that can guide this issue. The main arguments against paying the athletes have been the financial limitation of conducting such an exercise for the NCAA and the universities. This is not an honest argument, and if the NCAA were sincere, it would identify that it can authorize and support the payment of the college athletes. The universities and the NCAA earn a cumulative of eleven billion dollars which are enough profit to provide some form of payment to the athletes without distributing the profits earned (Miller, 2011). It is clear that these organizations make money and they need, to be honest with the athletes and identify that it has the capability to pay the athletes. If the NCAA can afford to pay its top executives millions, it means that it has the financial capability to pay athletes when performing and this would result from them admitting and being honest about the financial capabilities of the NCAA and the universities to pay the athletes.

Moral principles violated
Autonomy
The debate over paying college athletes violates various moral principles which include autonomy, justice, beneficence, and non-maleficence. Autonomy refers to the act of promoting self-determination and the ability to self-govern. The NCAA has violated the principle of autonomy as it stickily controls the college athletes and deprives them of the ability to make decisions on payment or even voluntarily getting involved advertisement (Schneider, 2001). The college athletes are under strict control by the NCAA and have fewer liberties when it comes to decision-making or financial ventures (Mueller, 2004). While the NCAA can use the image of an athlete to promote its events, it limits the athletes from sharing in those benefits of aggressing to sponsor commercial products. 
Non-maleficence

The principle of non-maleficence entails avoidance of harm which involves actively refraining from activities that may cause harm to others. The act of depriving the athletes of gaining any benefit from their talent is a violation of the principle of non-maleficence. The athletes risk their lives and health to play the games with those playing games such as football experiencing concussions or industries that limit them from playing professionally (Mueller, 2004). These athletes are unable to continue playing and the many who do play professionally end up in poverty since they have not gained any money tray benefit in their four years of playing college sports. The actions of the NCAA of refusing to pay the athletes has a negative long-term consequence to all players who fail to reach the professional level, and this is an act of harm.
Beneficence

Beneficence identifies the act of doing well to other and promoting the well-being of all those involved. The respect for dignity as well as the promotion of welfare is important elements of the principle of beneficence which is violated by the failure of the NCAA to authorize the payment of college athletes. The athletes get only scholarships and a small stipend which does not work to enhance their quality of life yet the universities have earned billions from their participation in college games (Mueller, 2004). The athletes work hard and still unable to meet some of their basic needs which are unethical as well as an act of bad faith if the organizations such as the NCAA prevent the athletes from getting paid. Advertising commercial products or services would generate personal revenue to the athletes which would have worked to enhance their way of life yet the NCAA prevents this action and penalizes players and the universities that violate this rule. Thus the act of preventing the athletes from benefiting in any way is a violation of the principle of beneficence (Miller, 2011).
Justice
Justice is the act of being fair as well as treating others equally. It is unjust for the NCAA to prevent athletes from being paid yet at the same time it generated a lot of revenue from the athletes (Mueller, 2004). The NCAA and the universities seek to be the only ones that benefit from the college games yet the athletes who generate revenue through their performance do not get a share of the profits. It is unjust to exploit the college athletes and fail to share the profits gained equally between the parties. The college athletes get the short end of the stick as revenue generated from the sale of tickets and merchandise is not distributed equally.

What moral obligations do people in positions of power have?

The NCAA executives are morally obligated to change their bylaws and provide opportunities for the universities to pay the athletes. The NCAA bylaws have created the situation of not paying the college athletes, and only they are in a better position to change this situation (Kaburakis, 2006). They are morally obligated to change the bylaws as the laws have been punitive and unfair to the college athletes as the NCAA has continued to increase its revenue collection. In regards to fairness, the NCAA needs to revise bylaw 12 which identifies the provision of amateurism and prevents the players from gaining any monetary benefit from their images or get additional benefits from the school or other parties (Kaburakis, 2006). 

Congress is another group of people who are morally obligated to address the situation. Congress over the years has passed rules to control various industries such as gambling, and they are obligated to address the wellbeing and dignity of the college athletes by intervening on the issue of paying these athletes (Pekron, 2000). As lawmakers and guardians of justice Congress are morally obligated to pass laws that provide for further compensation of the college athletes. Congress has sought to promote equality and is only through addressing the issue by developing policies that support payment of college athletes that it would have accomplished its moral obligation.

Solutions to the problem
The bottom line on this issue is that it is time for the NCAA and the universities to recognize the need to pay college athletes. It is the logical and ethical thing to do. It is not fair that individuals are to be exploited and discarded after earning billions for these organization yet wallow in poverty. It is the right of the college athletes to be paid for their work. The NCAA and the universities have capitalized on the college athletes generation billions in revenue annually, but the athlete receives no monetary benefits after dedicating their time as well as energy to perform in these games (Miller, 2011). The time for exploiting the athletes has come to an end. The rights of the athletes as working individuals must be equally compensated. The NCAA can be termed as a business that generates a lot of profit and just like any business it is critical to cater to the major assets that have made the NCAA successful throughout the years that are the athletes (Lazaroff, 2007). 

The solution here is to develop a payment structure that provides for the amount each university should pay to its athletes, and those unable to pay would see the athletes continue to benefit from the scholarship and stipends provided by the universities (Lazaroff, 2007). The NCAA should develop and communicate the rules regarding the payment of college athletes as well as caps on the payment each school can provide. For instance, universities such as Alabama State can have a cap of $1,000 while poorer institutions can be allowed to provide at least $200 monthly (Pekron, 2000). Setting a framework for payments would ensure that the games remain competitive and that the athletes are not provided with too much money that it drives their attention away from academics (Miller, 2011). Other forms of payments such as allowing the players to advertise any commercial products while reducing the amount they are paid by the schools would act to cushion the universities while allowing the players to capitalize on their skills and talent. There is no harm in providing some form of payment to the athletes since a monthly salary of $200 would not be enough to bankrupt a university or put the athletes on par with what the professional players are earning. A framework identifying the extent to which players are allowed to compensated will still ensure the NCAA effectively controls the college athletes and the college sports.

Have any other sports been affected by this issue? Will they?

All college sports have been affected by the issue of payments from basketball, football, baseball, tennis, volleyball and the other games. The NCAA controls all college sporting events and sets the rules for competition among the institutions. The NCAA has therefore prevented all college athletes regardless of their sport from benefiting from their skills and talent directly. Under bylaw 12 all college sports are termed as an amateur, and thus all athletes playing these sports is not entitled to any pay (Lazaroff, 2007). Even athletes playing sports that have limited scrutiny are still held to the same rules of amateur, and thus no payments are provided to these athletes.

References
Anderson, D. (2015). Top 10 Reasons College Athletes should be paid. Retrieved from https://www.listland.com/top-10-reasons-college-athletes-should-be-paid/
Beamon, K. K. (2008). " Used Goods": Former African American College Student-Athletes' Perception of Exploitation by Division I Universities. The Journal of Negro Education, 352-364.

Branch, T. (2011). The shame of college sports. The Atlantic, 308(3), 80-110.

Hurst, T. R., & Pressly III, J. G. (2000). Payment of Student-Athletes: Legal & (and) Practical Obstacles. Vill. Sports & Ent. LJ, 7, 55.

Lazaroff, D. E. (2007). The NCAA in its second century: defender of amateurism or antitrust recidivist. Or. L. Rev., 86, 329.

Kaburakis, A. (2006). International prospective student-athletes and NCAA Division I amateurism. International Journal of Sport Management and Marketing, 2(1-2), 100-118.

Miller, M. G. (2011). The NCAA and the Student-Athlete: Reform is on the Horizon. U. Rich. L. Rev., 46, 1141.

Mondello, M., Piquero, A. R., Piquero, N. L., Gertz, M., & Bratton, J. (2013). Public perceptions on paying student athletes. Sport in Society, 16(1), 106-119.

Mueller, K. (2004). No control over their rights of publicity: College athletes left sitting the bench. DePaul J. Sports L. & Contemp. Probs., 2, 70.

Osborne, B. (2014). The myth of the exploited student-athlete. Journal of Intercollegiate Sport, 7(2), 143-152.

Pekron, C. W. (2000). The Professional Student-Athlete: Undermining Amateurism as an Antitrust Defense in NCAA Compensation Challenges. Hamline L. Rev., 24, 24.

Schneider, R. G. (2001). College Students'perceptions on the Payment of Intercollegiate Student-Athletes. College Student Journal, 35(2).

Zimbalist, A. (2001). Unpaid professionals: Commercialism and conflict in big-time college sports. Princeton University Press.

